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man, not even of the king himself, can excuse
the doing of an illegal act "(#). Thus a printer's
man whose sole duty it was to clap down the
press has been held liable (/); so too has
a compositor for setting up the -type of a
libel (g).

In accordance with the above principles, " if a
man receives a letter with authority from the
author to publish it, the person receiving it will
not be justified, if it contains libellous matter, in
Inserting it in the newspapers. No authority from
a third person will defend a man against an action
brought by a person who has suffered from an
'Unlawful act" (h}. Neither is it any defence that
the libel was copied from another newspaper, and
was stated to be so (?").

But in the case of libel it will be a good defence
for the defendant to prove that he did not know
that the paper contained or was likely to con-
tain a libel, and that he ought not to have
known it, having used reasonable care (j). Thus,
he is not liable if he prove that he carried the

(e) Per cur. in Sands v. Child and others (1693), 3 Lev,
4552 ; Maloney vl Hartley (1812), 3 Camp. 210.

(/) Rex v. Clerk (1728), 1 Barn. 304.

(V/) Eex v. Knell (1728), 1 Barn. 305.

(h) Per Best, C. J., in De Crespigny v. Wellesley (1829), 5
Bing. at pp. 404, 405.

(i) Samiders v. Mills (1829), 6 Bing. 213; 3 M. & P. 520;
Talbutt v. ClarJc (1840), 2 M. & Bob. 312.

(/) Per .Lord Esher, M. K., in Emmens v. Pottle and Son
(1885), 16 Q. B. I), at p. 357 ; and per Bowen, L. J., ibid, at
p. 358i See also Mallon v. W. H. Smith and Son (1893), 9
Times L. R. 521.